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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 8/1 1/08 
has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The claims contain new matter since there is no description in the application as 
originally filed that the acceleration falls below the predetermined value at the instant 
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that the weight returns from its operative position to its inoperative position as recited in 
claim 10, lines 27-30 and claim 13, lines 27-30. There is no structure disclosed to 
ensure that the acceleration falls below the predetermined value and the signal from the 
device indicating the possibility of the collision disappears at the instant that the weight 
returns from its operative position to its inoperative position. There is no disclosed 
connection between the device and the weight. In fact, the specification states that no 
special sensors to detect the weight are required to detect the position of the weight (p. 
10, lines 13-19). Based on the disclosed structure, the disappearance of the signal from 
device indicating the possibility of collision, at best, merely indicates that the weight 
should have returned to its inoperative position. The different sensitivities of the device 
and the weight and the presence unpredictable forces acting on the weight (e.g., due to 
vibrations) would affect the times that the signal is generated and the weight returns to 
its inoperative positions. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 10, lines 24-25 appears to be inaccurate. The acceleration does not 
appear from the disclosure to be calculated by the electronic control unit. The 
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specification at page 6, lines 19-24 states that the ACC, VSA, EPS, and SRS, and 
automatic transmission use a signal of an acceleration of the vehicle. The specification 
at page 9, lines 1 1-21 states that the prediction of collision is based on signals from the 
ACC, VSA, EPS, etc. or an acceleration from a specialized device. The language of 
claim 10, lines 27-29 suggests that the signal is related to acceleration. Applicants' 
remarks at page 9, lines 6-7 states that the acceleration signal is from the device. 

The language of claim 1 1 , line 2 is inconsistent with parent claim 1 0, lines 24-26 
since claim 1 1 states that the device rather than the electronic control unit predicts the 
collision. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bullinger et al (DE 100 61 040) in view of Dybro et al (U.S. Pat. No. 5,529,258) and Fohl 
(U.S. Pat. No. 4,109,881). 

Bullinger et al (note corresponding U.S. doc. no. 2004/0056471) discloses a seat 
belt device comprising a retractor including a reel 12, ratchet teeth (on 11), ratchet claw 
10, a vehicle sensitive actuator (pars. 42, 28 of Bullinger et al '471) for causing 
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engagement of the ratchet claw and ratchet teeth, and an electric motor 16 driven to 
take up webbing based on a collision predicting signal generated by a device (e.g., an 
adaptive cruise control system; par. 26 of Bullinger et al '471) separate from the vehicle 
sensitive actuator. The ratchet claw is released from the ratchet teeth (i.e., releasing 
the lock mechanism) by rotating the belt reel 12 in the belt winding direction (pars. 9 and 
27 of Bullinger et al '471 ). The reel is rotated to release the lock mechanism when 
acceleration falls below a predetermined level (pars. 26-28). 

Bullinger et al does not disclose that the vehicle sensitive weight is an 
acceleration responsive weight and does not explicitly state that the reel is rotated by an 
amount corresponding to at least one crest of the ratchet teeth to cancel locking of the 
reel. 

Dybro et al teaches operating a ratchet claw 74 in a seat belt reel locking 
mechanism to engage ratchet teeth 44 on the reel by means of a vehicle acceleration 
sensitive weight 250. Dybro et al teaches operating a seat belt tightener while an 
acceleration sensitive ratchet pawl 74 is in engagement the ratchet teeth 44 (col. 1 , 
lines 28-36; col. 2, lines 55-62; col. 4, lines 54-60). 

Fohl teaches driving a motor (return spring; col. 2, lines 59-61) of a seat belt 
retractor in a normal (tightening) direction by an amount corresponding to one crest of a 
ratchet tooth to cancel locking of the retractor (by ratchet pawl 10), thereby loosening 
the webbing (col. 10, lines 1-19). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the vehicle acceleration sensitive actuator of Bullinger et 
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al with a weight as taught by Dybro et al to reliably respond to vehicle acceleration to 
lock the reel. It would have been obvious to rotate the motor in the retractor of Bullinger 
et al by one ratchet tooth crest to release the ratchet pawl from the ratchet teeth as 
taught by Fohl to ensure disengagement of the pawl from the ratchet teeth. 

With regard to claims 1 1 and 13, it would have been obvious to operate the 
motor in Bullinger et al to tighten the belt while the ratchet pawl is in engagement with 
the ratchet teeth as taught by Dybro et al to ensure that belt tension created by the 
motor is not lost. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments filed 8/1 1/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants argue that Bullinger et al pretensions the webbing device until an 
operating variable of the electric motor reaches a predetermined value or a switch 
provides an indication or a sensor provides an appropriate value at the time of the 
opening of the locking device, while applicants' apparatus does not require this structure 
and corresponding function. However, neither the claims or disclosure exclude any of 
the structure of Bullinger et al relied upon in the rejection. 

Applicants appear to argue that Bullinger et al does not disclose a vehicle 
acceleration responsive weight for moving the ratchet pawl into the reel locking position. 
However, Bullinger et al has belt sensitive actuators for operating the ratchet pawl to 
engage the ratchet teeth of the reel to lock the reel (par. 42). Bullinger et al appears to 
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refer to actuators that are well known in the art such as those shown in Dybro et al 
which include a vehicle acceleration responsive weight. It would have been obvious to 
use such actuators in Bullinger et al since they provide the described seat belt control 
function. 

Applicants argue that Bullinger et al discloses the use of a BAS, DTR (adaptive 
cruise control), or ESP to detect a safety-critical situation, but not with respect to 
releasing the webbing. However, while the claims do not require the adaptive cruise 
control to be used to control the motor to release the ratchet pawl to allow loosening of 
the webbing, Bullinger et al does disclose this. Note pars. 26-28 of Bullinger et al. The 
adaptive cruise control (DTR) or other control is used to determine in step 103 that the 
ratchet pawl may be released from its locking position. Note that claim 10, for example, 
merely requires that "when said acceleration falls below said predetermined value so 
that said signal from the device indicating the possibility of the collision of the vehicle 
has disappeared, the electronic control unit and the adaptive cruise control system 
provide for the electric motor to operate to drive and rotate the reel in the normal 
direction to rotate the reel". 

Applicants argue that Bullinger et al uses a special sensor or an operating 
variable of the electrical motor to detect when the locking device has opened and that 
Bullinger et al points to the same structure as the prior art discussed in applicants' 
specification (i.e., JP 2946995). However, while the claims do not exclude a structure 
including a special sensor for determining the position of the acceleration responsive 
weight of the ratchet pawl actuator, there is no disclosure in Bullinger et al of such a 
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sensor. There is nothing in applicants' disclosure or claims that would exclude structure 
for performing additional steps to ensure that the lock pawl has been released so that 
the webbing can be loosened (e.g., as disclosed in connection with step 104 in Bullinger 
et al). Step 1 04 does not determine when to release the ratchet pawl and, therefor, 
does not correspond to the use of the weight sensor in JP 2946995. Step 103 
determines when it is safe to release the ratchet pawl. Step 103 does not involve the 
use of a weight position sensor. Step 104 determines whether the ratchet pawl has 
been successfully released or has been relocked after step 103. Step 104 does not 
require or imply a sensor for an acceleration responsive weight. Sensing the position of 
an acceleration responsive weight would not generate the information required by step 
104, i.e., it would not determine if the belt is actually locked. It is well known for motor 
driven seat belt retractors to include motor rotation and current sensors to provide 
appropriate feedback to a motor control system. Par. 29 of Bullinger et al referring to 
the ability of the vehicle occupant to move freely in connection with step 104 (in which it 
is determined if the reel is locked) suggests no more than the well known motor or reel 
sensors used to determine whether the belt requires retraction or other action. These 
sensors are not used to determine when, after an emergency condition is detected, to 
rotate the reel under power of the motor to release the ratchet pawl and unlock the reel. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott Haugland whose telephone number is (571)272- 
6945. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Fri., 10:00 am - 6:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Cuomo can be reached on (571) 272-6856. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/SJH/ 
11/3/08 

/Peter M. Cuomo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3654 



